VALENTINE G. MORAN, S.J.
Campion College, Victoria, Australia I N DECEMBER 1903 the Congregation of the Holy Office added five works of Alfred Loisy to its Index of Prohibited Books 1 and made their author widely known. Up to this time the Abbé Loisy had written most of his articles and books for seminarians and priests, or for scholars engaged in his own field of biblical studies. He was hardly known to the general public of France; even the Catholic public had only recently begun to hear of him. He wrote about the Scriptures and the questions that critics, particularly in Germany, had been asking for over fifty years about their truth, authorship, and inspiration; and his readiness to accept many of the answers which the critics offered had put him squarely among a small group of Catholic scholars in Europe who wanted to adapt the Church's teaching to the contemporary world, to have the Church absorb, not reject, the results of scientific research that had a bearing on religion and especially on Christianity.
Loisy's writing had caused trouble with his superiors before 1903. He had been forced to resign his chair of Scripture at the Institut Catholique of Paris in 1893; in 1900 the Archbishop of Paris forbade the Revue du clergé français 2 to publish anything he wrote. 3 By that time what had reached the clergy, especially the younger priests, was through them beginning to reach the laity, and the publication by Loisy of several radical articles between 1898 and 1903 caused controversy in the Catholic press. The biblical question was being discussed outside merely clerical circles. The writers who shared Loisy's views on updating the Church's teaching and language were coming to be known as Modernists, and the volume and quality of Loisy's contributions to the movement made him their leader in the eyes of his superiors and of hostile publicists. The Roman condemnation brought him before a much wider public than he had reached up to then. He continued to write after 1903, and to write the same sort of criticism with the same vigor and persuasiveness as before; but now there were many more people alert to the discomfort being caused in the episcopal curias of France and in the Vatican by the new movement. In 1907, when Pius X issued his Encyclical Pascendi against Modernism, there could be no doubt in anyone's mind as to who was the leader of the French Modernists-they were even called Loisyists small classes in the two schools he attended near Ambrières; he does not seem to have been popular or to have enjoyed the company of other boys. His health was poor, and all his life he was to be concerned about it, giving it as the reason for his refusal to travel or visit acquaintances.
court, a couple of miles from his native Ambrières. He believed he was unpopular with the episcopal curia and suspected he was to be moved yet again. So he applied for permission to return to the Institut and in May 1881 was studying theology once more. He gained his licentiate with brilliance in June 1882. 16 
THE PROFESSOR
Already in December 1881 Loisy was lecturing at the Institut in Hebrew; by 1883 he was on the faculty, giving two Hebrew courses and attending Kenan's lectures at the Collège de France. Then in 1884 one of his two Hebrew courses was turned into a course in exegesis and he became a professor of Scripture. He also lectured for a short time in Assyriology and Ethiopian. 17 His career was interrupted between December 1886 and April 1887 when he thought he had tuberculosis. During these months he lived in Cannes and for the first and only time read some novels; 18 but the fears proved groundless, his general health improved, and he returned to the Institut. He was disappointed in his hope of gaining the principal chair of Scripture in 1890-a Sulpician priest, Fuleran Grégoire Vigouroux, was appointed-but he retained the second chair and continued his course in exegesis. He gained his doctorate in that year, and with the publication of his thesis on the history of the canon of the Old Testament his long literary career was begun.
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He decided to publish the material he was giving in his lectures and founded a small periodical, L'Enseignement biblique, which continued publication until Leo XIII's Encyclical Providentissimus Deus appeared and was seen to condemn its guiding principles. 20 Before that Loisy's critical method in dealing with biblical questions had caused some alarm. The Sulpician students were withdrawn from his course at the beginning of the academic year 1892-93. 21 He suffered more seriously from an article written in the Correspondant of January 1893 by Mgr. Maurice d'Hulst, rector of the Institut. D'Hulst wished to explain the differences of opinion about the biblical question that obtained among Catholics, and to ease the tension that was beginning to appear among many of the clergy. He described the schools of thought discernible among contemporary Roman Catholic scholars; one of them favored a broad and liberal interpretation of Scripture, and while he named no names, it was commonly understood that he was describing Professor Loisy's attitude. His article frightened the authorities; complaints were sent to Rome; and when d'Hulst visited there in April, he was appalled to find the orthodoxy of the Institut under suspicion, and that suspicion centered on Loisy. He returned to Paris knowing that an encyclical on the biblical question was being prepared which would disown the interpretations and methods with which Loisy's name was associated. He was convinced that Loisy must be removed from his chair of Scripture and restricted to teaching biblical languages. Loisy accepted the change resentfully and never forgave d'Hulst; but he delivered his final lecture in June and expressed frankly his views on the "truth" of the Bible and the errors it allowed. Then, before the new academic year began, he made an article for L'Enseignement biblique out of this lecture. The lecture passed unnoticed except, presumably, by his students; the article was delated to the bishops who were responsible for the Institut. The bishops in alarm insisted on his resignation from the Institut, and he was out.
PROBLEMS AND SOLUTIONS
A month later the Encyclical Providentissimus Deus appeared. Loisy wrote to the Pope accepting the Encyclical but pleading the necessity of research into biblical matters, of reconciling faith and science. The reply from the Secretary of State, Cardinal Mariano Rampolla, acknowledged his submission and advised him to devote himself to some other branch of study. Loisy suspended publication of L'Enseignement biblique, 23 In September of the following year he was appointed chaplain at Neuilly. While he was there, he took the principal part in founding the Revue d'histoire et de littérature religieuse, and this became the chief organ for expressing his views. The books he published from 1891 to 1902 were collections of articles from L'Enseignement biblique and other periodicals. 24 They dealt mostly with biblical problems, the religions of the ancient East, inspiration and inerrancy, and, under the name of Firmin, some theological questions. The ease of Loisy's style and the high quality of his learning gave the articles as wide a circulation as such writings could hope to have. The opposition roused by their content, and the replies made in magazines and religious papers, would have increased the number of those who knew of him and his radical opinions, and it was doubtless this publicity and the influence it brought Loisy that determined the Archbishop and the Holy See to act against him in 1903. There was also a new factor in the situation to alarm them. Up to 1898 Loisy had confined himself largely to Scripture and its problems. In the RCF from 1898 he wrote theological articles which expressed opinions that seemed dangerously novel and would have been most alarming had they been less ambiguous or less aggressive in their criticism of Protestant theologians. In L'Evangile et l'église for the first time he expounded systematically and at length his view of the Church's dogmatic teaching.
However novel his ideas might appear to the authorities, they had been developing since his seminary days at Chalons, and always towards the stage they had reached when he was censured. His doubts about traditional Catholic teaching were born when he began philosophy. The Thomist proofs for the existence of God seemed unsatisfactory to him and he could lay no other rational foundation. He was encouraged by his spiritual director to treat this difficulty as a temptation against faith, and apparently he was content enough to do so. He was able, without undue tension, to receive ordination and engage in pastoral work. 25 But further doubts, this time about the word of God, arose shortly after his return to the Institut. In the summer of 1881 his colleague Duchesne made him a present of TischendorfFs New Testament, and the whole subject of biblical criticism was brought to his notice. The more he read about it, the greater was his confusion. Not only were there textual variations from manuscript to manuscript, which made it difficult to discover what exactly was the inspired word, but graver problems arose about the authority of books, the authenticity of passages in them that were theologically important, and the dating of Old Testament prophecies that now seemed to have been uttered after the events they were supposed to foretell. Gradually a mass of questions piled up before him without answer.
26
He wrestled with these problems, moving as far as possible towards a critical solution that would not overthrow the current teaching on inerrancy and inspiration, moving so far that his doctoral thesis on the canon of the Old Testament was thought in its first form to be too radical. But he could not keep his opinions within the limits of the orthodoxy accepted and demanded all about him and still satisfy his understanding of what honest criticism meant. It was not only the value of the Bible that was at stake. The doubts which first arose about the authenticity and meaning of some sentences in Scripture now spread to the whole body of Catholic doctrine; the claims of the Church, the dogmas that it taught as revealed, the notion of revelation itself and faith, all came in question. For some four years the study and struggle went on, and during these years he became convinced that the Church must give up its resistance to the progress of biblical scholarship outside it and cease to insist on its current orthodoxy. 27 Church? And would it? He believed it could and would. His imagination was full of an ideal Church and he wanted to work for it. The real Church he had yet to encounter. These were years of great anguish of mind, but in 1885 came a sort of peace. Loisy saw that his difficulties with the Bible disappeared when a symbolic interpretation was adopted of texts that earlier had been taken in a literal sense. The teaching of the Church could be subjected to the same process of reinterpretation. There need be no withdrawal or denial of dogmas; their meaning would be seen to be different as the progress of learning threw more light on subjects they treated. Scientific research would no longer be a threat to faith but an auxiliary, helping it to a deeper understanding of itself. The Catholic savant need no longer be torn between contradictory loyalties to truth and to the Church.
28
This position, which Loisy came to settle into in 1885, needed the support of some other ideas that formed the basis of his religious system. To be understood and consequently be acceptable, dogmas must be situated in the age in which they first were formulated; the development of doctrine is a historical fact and essential to a living Church; there are two means of knowing truth-rational examination and the experience of a living faith-and these explore different areas of reality or different aspects of the same area and lead not to contradictory conclusions but to different and complementary results; formulae are unable to enclose the full meaning of the truth they formulate, especially if it be a religious truth, and they must be recast, amplified, and modified as time goes on and scientific progress shows how defective they are. It is in the light of these interpretations that one must understand Loisy's later assertion that by 1886 he no longer believed in a personal God or the immortality of man.
This system-and, despite Loisy's denial, he had a system-took shape only gradually. Between 1885 and 1895 Loisy's preoccupation was Scripture: particular books, the Old and New Testaments in their entirety, the Synoptic Gospels, the fourth Gospel, the canon. Scripture raised questions about inspiration and inerrancy which demanded reconsideration of revelation and faith, of the function of the Church in preserving and expressing revealed truth, and of particular dogmas that were founded in Scripture. Loisy was forced to develop a theology.
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It was during the years at Neuilly that he put his theology into order. He had leisure for study and no longer had to address his study to lectures. He read during these years the books which gave him the bases of his theology: Newman's Development of Doctrine, Apologia, and 31 But he possessed a gift for appropriating whatever in the books of others supported the position he occupied or was moving into; and what he took he would often express more neatly or more persuasively than the authors from whom he borrowed. Even Newman's exposition of development is not more attractive than Loisy's briefer account in L'Evangile et l'église. At any rate, the key ideas of his theological system are to be found in Harnack, Sabatier, Renan, and Newman; and because Harnack and Sabatier were influenced by the philosophy of Kant, Loisy, who was no philosopher, underwent that influence also. His acquaintance with the French Catholic philosophers accused of being Kantian and actually disciples of Ollé-Laprune led him to adopt some of the language of the immanentiste. But it was after the condemnation of his books that he became a thoroughgoing immanentist, using the system in a way that was unacceptable to the Catholic philosophers his name had been associated with-Blondel and Laberthonnière.
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Between 1875 and 1895 Loisy traveled a full circle. He had begun with theological doubts. Then his interest shifted to biblical studies, and these destroyed his acceptance of the Scriptures in the sense understood by most Catholics and demanded by the authorities of his Church. The change in his attitude to the Bible produced further theological problems. 33 So at Neuilly he began to prepare a vast work of modern Catholic apologetics. It was never published in the form that he originally planned for it. Some of it went into scriptural works he published then and later, and some of it was synthesized in L'Evangile et l'église and Autour d'un petit livre?* But first he tried out his new apologetic in articles contributed to the Revue du clergé français over the nom de guerre Α. Firmin (his full name was Alfred Firmin Loisy). He expressed himself in language likely to suit the mild liberalism of that journal and of many of its readers. He was sometimes elusive and ambiguous; and as in L'Evangile, he sought to assume an appearance of orthodoxy by attacking the Protestants from whom he derived many of his ideas.
THE ARTICLES IN THE REVUE DU CLERGÉ FRANÇAIS
Loisy began the series in December 1898 with an article on Newman's Development of Doctrine, 35 which contained much that was to reappear in different forms and with puzzling nuances of meaning during the next ten years. In 1898 the idea of doctrinal development was not the theological commonplace it has since become. It was the foundation on which Loisy built the apologetic that he would have the Church adopt if it was to survive in the modern world and play its proper part; but he found Newman's treatment of it somewhat too limited for his purpose. It was not because Newman addressed his argument to Anglicans, who held much in common with Catholics. Newman's case against Anglicanism was valid against Protestantism generally, and Loisy found he could easily use it against Uberai Protestants and rationalists. Newman, however, was concerned to establish the principle of development, not to examine each step in the process.
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This examination Loisy undertook, and he also extended the history of development further than Newman took it, both backwards and forwards: back through the Old Testament to the beginnings of religion, forward to include all that scientific research had discovered in the half century since Newman wrote. 37 Loisy described three phases of the process. There was the vital movement that religious groups experienced in belief, in acceptance of moral norms, and in worship. This was strongest and purest among the Jews and Christians, and their records made observation of development easier. The earliest stage of the movement was not planned or even conscious. It was followed by a period of reflection conducted and articulated by thinkers-prophets, teachers, and theologians-and sometimes was stimulated by opposition to the shape which the movement was currently taking. In the Catholic Church this theological stage was followed by the dogmatic stage, in which the Church consecrated one form or expression of the movement by an authoritative act, defining a doctrine or regulating the life and worship of the Catholic community. He had no suspicion that it would be rash to offer traditional theology this help, though it did not ask it of him. He only foresaw that "Catholicism was in danger of having a new world to conquer before it had the weapons necessary for the war, while infidelity had its view and conjectures on which it arranged the facts of ecclesiastical history and even found proof in support of its negative conclusion in the absence of any scientific theory among the defenders of tradition." answerable only to God, the Christian lived his life as Christ showed him a man should live. The Christian community and its various institutions were secondary and unessential. Interior religion was everything.
For Loisy, religion must be a social thing. History shows religion relating men to one another as well as to God. The Christian society is the Church, and the Church, because it is a living organism, survives and grows by assimilating whatever in the world about it offers nourishment. The sort of organism that it is establishes the consistency that shows through all its changes. Its contact with a changing world produces various developments as it absorbs and adapts the ideas, customs, and institutions, religious or secular, of that world. Sabatier criticized the Church because it borrowed so much from paganism. For Loisy, on the contrary, this showed that it was alive. There is irony in his twitting Sabatier, in this article, about a scholastic tendency to divide and subdivide the notion of religion. He was himself to resent being accused (apropos of L'Evangile) by Blondel of just such a scholastic habit subconsciously operating.
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Even after this second article it is not quite clear how decisive an influence in its subsequent development Loisy would allot to the constitution which Christ gave to his Church, how much to the action of other forces upon it, and how predominant God's guidance was among these forces. This was later to be the target of much criticism: Loisy seemed to say, and indeed came to say, that development happened to the Church as to any human institution; it went blindly into historical situations and acted to maintain itself as then seemed best. It was the world acting on the Church which was decisive in determining the form that development took. But in the first two articles it is not so clear; of course, he is establishing the fact and justifying the process of being acted on by the world, and naturally most of what he has to say is said about the natural influences working on the Church from outside and being absorbed by it. For the next six or seven years the emphasis he gave to the various elements-the Church's constitution, the natural forces outside it, and God's guidance-shifted to and fro. After 1908 true development was the continuous self-revelation of God immanent in man. The Church's historical development was like that of any other human institution.
The eighteenth volume of RCF (1899) carried another article by Firmin critical of Sabatier's Esquisse and reacting against it: "La définition de la religion" 46 contained two theological ideas essential to Loisy's system, both derived from Newman. The average man's idea of God is not a metaphysical notion, nor is it derived from the metaphysical proofs for His existence. 47 Our idea of God is anthropomorphic and changing; we are driven by the need we experience of something better and higher than we find in ourselves and in the world about us. God is mysterious and incomprehensible; He can only be described and worshiped through inadequate symbols and rites. These, because they are inadequate, are changeable; but they are necessary, they are all we have. 48 He criticizes Sabatier for identifying revelation with the religious sense; belief is not only a psychological phenomenon. Revelation is a genuine communication, not just what we get by analyzing the feeling we have for God. And once more he insisted on the essentially social nature of religion. 
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History attests the appetite of man for revelation: all religions regard themselves as revealed religions. But revelation must not be identified, as it is by Sabatier, with the religious consciousness of the believer; ultimately this will come to mean that the believer is God. They must be kept separate. Revelation is the action of God, both transcendent and immanent, in the soul. into contact with the divine; that light can be communicated to othersthere you have revelation of a divine truth divinely made. 54 As a matter of fact, this is what Sabatier said in Esquisse, but it would have been no help to Loisy to point that out. Instead, he went on to give the Church's role, which he conceived in a way quite acceptable to orthodoxy. True religion has its revelation protected by an institution. 55 Other religions preserve fragments of a revelation broken up because unprotected.
To revelation corresponds faith. Faith is not wholly an intellectual grasp of truths; it is indeed an activity of the mind, but of the mind working under pressure from the heart. Revelation is not of speculative truths but of life; the response to it is supernatural regeneration. A vital test of religion, therefore of revelation, is whether it raises the believer above himself, above his egoism and his passions.
Revelation is adapted to the human condition and to the conditions in which the first recipients of revelation live. But it is not a discovery privately made by an inquiring person, it is a real communication of religious truth; a human mind grasps some divine truth made known through divine action with a divine authority to authenticate it.
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In 1900 he attempted much more difficult terrain with "The Proofs and Economy of Revelation." 57 He allows, with Sabatier, against whom this article too is apparently directed, that the Bible did not have a notion of the natural law. Miracles were not more from God than the ordinary operations of nature; they were more noticeably the result of God's action, not more really. And they were noticeable to the believer, to the eye of faith. This seemed to confront him with Vatican I, which laid it down that miracles and prophecy were proofs of revelation. But he pointed out that Vatican I, like all councils, was condemning certain errors, and its statements must be interpreted in the light of what they were denying-here, the rationalist theses of Strauss, Renan, and others, that miracles are myths. The bishops were not defining the nature of miracle and prophecy; what they said positively of these was that they were a divine work ( faits divins) and it is this which serves to prove religion. A divine work is one in which God makes Himself knowable by men of good will; the supremely divine work is religion itself and its continuous advance.
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What Loisy has to say here about the "naturalness" of miracles is not said so clearly as he was to say it later, and there is much characteristic use of saving phrases and a wrapping up of radical ideas in mild and reasonable language. In this article perhaps more than in the previous ones, Loisy's great gifts as a writer are evident in the alternation of clarity, hardness of outline, and definition, with vagueness and ambiguity. A careful reading is needed if one is to realize that the explanation of how prophecies were interpreted and reinterpreted amounts to this, that what was prophesied did not happen, and so the prophecy had to be interpreted in a new, spiritual sense. 59 Loisy knew that a quite frank statement would be so unacceptable to the authorities as to provoke a reaction. The article can hardly have been palatable to them, but he makes it less obnoxious by acknowledging the difference between prophecy-a "divine work"-and poetic inspiration, and by expressing this in scholastic language that reads very quaintly in the context: "Acts are specified by their object, and not by the analogy of their psychological forms."
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There is in this article the reappearance of earlier features of his theological system: the idea that a truth inaccessible to reason may be accessible to faith; that conviction comes from an accumulation of moral probabilities, and that the light of faith gives certainty to the proofs and facts that constitute the "rational" case for belief (he is here, of course, using Newman); 61 that the satisfaction of man's needs and aspirations by religion is the basis of faith; that faith needs a Church and the Church must exercise authority; that faith expresses itself about God, who is absolute, through formulae which are contingent.
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He is more explicit about the need for a new apologetic. Catholics have been defending theses by logic, and their adversaries have attacked these theses with logic. Today religion must be put forward as a fact to be observed. Loisy goes on to say that to rational proofs like miracle and prophecies must be added the Church's history of beneficent activity, the record of its development through the centuries-that is, the argument of Vatican I that the Church's life is a proof of its being the true Church.
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He uses, too, a technique that later antagonists were to find irritating. Having demolished the traditional arguments (at any rate, in their usual form) from miracles and prophecy by throwing doubt on the principle of causality, he then airily says that all this is for the theologians to deal with; he is a historian considering miracles as events.
64
One further article appeared in the RCF before the one which caused his exclusion from that periodical. In 1900 he wrote, this time under the pseudonym Isidore Deprés, one of the several commentaries commissioned by the RCF on Pius X' clergy of France on ecclesiastical studies. 65 The prescriptions affecting other disciplines-dogmatic and moral theology, philosophy, etc.-had been discussed by other writers; now Loisy told his readers what the Pope approved and disapproved of in the section of the letter that dealt with the study of Scripture. There were positive recommendations to seminary professors to study the scriptural languages, to teach intelligently, to take the Vulgate as their text, to give their students what would be essential or useful in their pastoral ministry. But the Encyclical, for Loisy, is concerned to condemn the new criticism that some Catholic exegetes have borrowed from the Protestants and rationalists, and the new concept that these Catholics are propagating of biblical studies as a subject independent of theology, to be pursued by its own methods and arrive at its own conclusions, without reference to theology until the problem arose of reconciling its conclusions with theological doctrine. There had been no "liberal" school among Catholic exegetes when Providentissimus was written; its strictures on the higher criticism were directed against non-Catholics. 66 The Encyclical was clearly a condemnation of the work of Catholic exegetes. However good their intentions and noble their ideals-to produce a body of Catholic criticism learned enough to match the erudition of non-Catholic criticism and, at the same time, compatible with Catholic dogma-their work was disowned. Only the future could tell if it had achieved anything before its destruction.
Loisy could hardly have admitted more clearly that his approach to Scripture and theology was rejected by the Pope. But the article was largely descriptive, and its frankness about the Pope's intention made the final submission all the more impressive. It was a grudging submission. Loisy pointed out resentfully that theologians must now undertake the apologetic work that Scripture scholars could not do effectively within the limits imposed by the Encyclical. But he submitted, and this may have warded off for some months the Archbishop's action banning him from the pages of the RCF.
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The ban on Loisy's writing in the ÄCF 68 90 And the Roman Catholic Church, facing in the same direction, seeking the same thing as the Church of the gospel, is Christ's Church. The contemporary Church's relation with the primitive Church is that of an adult to the child he was; identity comes from continuity of existence, and consciousness of this through all the changes of life.
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Loisy repeated what he had written in the RCF articles about the conditions that make change inevitable and beneficial. The world in which the Church lived and to which it was sent is a changing world, its knowledge growing from century to century. The Church's message has to be given to men whose world has subjected them to an experience of life quite different from that enjoyed by earlier generations. It is useless for it to meet conditions that no longer exist and not to recognize intellectual and other needs that have arisen recently. 92 The Church formerly acknowledged this. Its creeds and definitions have been related to the level of contemporary knowledge; when that changed, a new interpretation of old formulae was needed. "Only truth is unchangeable, but not its image in our mind."
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In L'Evangile the changing world is a greater cause of the changes in the Church and its dogma than the inadequacy of formulae to capture and express divine reality. But that inadequacy was nonetheless an essential part of Loisy's system and he treated it in several parts of his book. Faith deals with the infinite but it must use finite symbols and images to express itself. 94 The essence of Christianity is its life and you cannot enclose a life in a formula. Now the life of Christianity is not realized in its perfection at any period, and so the way in which the Church understands and expresses its faith will change as it changes.
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"Reason keeps putting questions to faith, and traditional formulae are subjected continuously to the working of interpretation in which 'the letter that kills' is controlled by ' Even if we do not wish to recognize in the Gospel the first outline of Christology, we must acknowledge it in St. Paul. The apostle who served the Christian religion pre-eminently by detaching it from Judaism, who presented the kingdom of God as something achieved in the redemption wrought by Christ, who conceived the gospel as the spirit of the law, also laid the foundations of Christian dogma.
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Again it is easy to imagine the effect on traditional theologians of a passage like this:
Paul's theory of salvation was indispensable for its time, if Christianity were not to remain a Jewish sect without any future. The theory of the incarnate Logos was also necessary when the gospel was presented not only to Jewish proselytes in the Empire but to the whole pagan world and to everyone with a Greek education.
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Here was development no longer in outline and sheltering under the name of Newman, but so expounded that it could be interpreted to mean the manipulation of what was revealed in order to make it acceptable to prospective converts.
The divinity of Christ, the incarnation of the Word, was the only way suitable for translating to a Greek mind the idea of the Messiah. ... From a historical point of view it may be maintained that the Trinity and Incarnation are Greek dogmas, since they are unknown to Judaism and Judaic Christianity, and Greek philosophy, which helped to make them, also helps us to understand them. The Church and the papacy, however strongly and persuasively defended, had similarly weak beginnings, 105 too weak in the eyes of Loisy's superiors to justify the claims it made to be the Church founded by Christ. And so with the sacraments: development could be seen to be wholly the result of adaptation to historical circumstances of which Christ was ignorant and for which he could make no provision.
106 "Jesus neither settled the form that Christian worship should take nor laid down the Church's constitution and dogmas." In Jesus' own lifetime there was no other worship than the Jewish for him and his disciples. and the fulness of Christ's self-awareness. 111 It was bad enough to make the connection between the Church and the Gospels so weak and uncertain; 112 but the Gospels themselves were unreliable, and Christ in the Gospels was a limited and apparently deluded person. 113 The New Testament was not so much the history of Christ as the history of early Christian belief about him.
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Little of what the Church in 1900 taught about Jesus Christ seemed to find support in what Loisy left of the Gospels. There Jesus was only Messiah-the title "Son of God" means that. 115 He saw himself as a messenger announcing the imminence of the kingdom of heaven and preparing people for it. 116 The kingdom, for Jesus, was an eschatological kingdom; everything else-and, of course, there was the moral teaching and the working of miracles-was for that. 117 Loisy established this at great length and demolished Harnack's concept of a kingdom that was internal to each Christian seeing God as his father and living in accordance with this faith.
118 But in doing so, how much did he leave of Christ's divinity or realization of himself as God? His discussion of Christ as Messiah and Son of God, the leader of a kingdom not yet come, somewhat hesitantly assigns Christ's self-awareness as Messiah to the moment of his baptism. As a critic, he conjectures that Christ would have had the sentiment of God being his father, as father of all men, before he became aware of being Messiah and therefore Son of God in a unique way. His divine sonship, for him, meant being Messiah; it had no meaning apart from the coming of the kingdom. 119 The Gospels and the early preaching preserved in Acts show Christ as the Messiah, and the Resurrection is adduced as proof of this.
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The Resurrection was given its pre-eminent role in the development of Christology by Paul. The earliest Christians believed that Christ had risen; it was Paul and those who wrote under his influence who made this decisive in establishing Christ as God. The Resurrection itself cannot be "proved" by the historian; it transcends the experience to which history witnesses. History cannot even reconstitute the sequence of events set down in different order in the Gospels and by Paul. The New Testament "only offers a limited probability which does not seem proportionate to the extraordinary importance of what is attested." But history records the faith of the apostles in an ever-living Christ; the apparitions stimulated this faith, and there is the decisive fact that the apostles and Paul had no idea of an immortality distinct from bodily resurrection. For them, if Christ lived after Calvary, it must be in a body. One can accept, then, Harnack's distinction between the form in which the resurrection of Christ is conveyed to the apostles and through them to Christians, and the substance of their faith in the living Christ. The empty tomb and the appearances remain the main testimony of their faith in Christ, and that faith is expressed today in the same form. 121 We have here an example of what Loisy meant in declaring that the dogmas of the Church were an expression of faith because they formulated a faith already existing in the community.
This whole chapter 4 of section 2, "Le Fils de Dieu," is obviously intended to be a modern defense of Catholic belief in the Resurrection, but the reader has only to set it alongside the treatment of the Resurrection in any of the recognized theological manuals published between 1870 and 1950 to understand the gulf between orthodox theologians and Loisy. The same can be said of the earlier chapters of this section that deal with the divinity of Christ and the kingdom that he established. No saving phrases, no distinction between the historian and the believer, between a critical and any other sort of reading of the gospel, 122 could hide the discrepancy. The rather waspish attack on Harnack that closed the section could not have erased the impression that little was left of Christ's divinity or of the reality of his resurrection.
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The place given to the Catholic faithful, the ecclesia discens as the theologians called them, also was offensive to theological ears. 124 The development of the Church, according to Loisy, in doctrine, worship, and government under pressure of whatever circumstances, "proceeds from the innermost life of the Church, and the decisions of authority only sanction, so to speak, or consecrate the movement that arises from the piety and thought of the community."
125 And "in matters of worship the religious feeling of the masses has always preceded the doctrinal definitions of the Church about what is worshiped." 126 Development of doctrine occurs also through the intellectual work of individual Christians, "who, thinking with the Church, also think for her." Indeed, one of the developments that must take place in the modern Church is a recognition that the faithful are no longer minors.
127 Church authorities will surely adopt processes in dealing with their own members that are more conformable with the dignity of Christians. Always the hierarchy and the pope are for the faithful, not vice versa. The Church is an educator before it is a ruler, and its aim is to form sincere, free, and responsible adults. The contem-porary authoritarianism of the Church is a reaction against Protestant individualism, not something essential to its constitution.
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Most sinister of all, perhaps, was the distinction Loisy made between the critic and the Catholic, and the independence he claimed for the critic. His position was clear, and obnoxious to the authorities; he was writing history, using the scientific methods proper to this particular discipline to reach historical reality in so far as this was accessible; he was not writing a defense of Catholicism or its dogma; his history would be an inadequate apologetic especially for the divinity of Christ and the authority of the Church. His material was only the data of history-what Harnack appealed to. 129 It was no part of the historian's task to evaluate the teaching of the Church or judge the truth of its dogmas. His task was to trace the origin and progress of a belief or a faith, to assess its influence and the relative importance it attached to its doctrines. He need not decide if Jesus was the incarnate Word, if he was the Messiah; he has to write the history of Jesus, of the belief in the Messiah, and of the transformations this belief underwent. 130 Loisy denied the relevance of Renan's jibe that orthodox theologians are caged birds and Uberai theologians are birds free but with their wings cut. "There is no radical incompatibility between the profession of theologian and that of historian."
131
In L'Evangile the claim to write freely as a critic was intimately connected with a distinction between what was credible to faith but not demonstrable by reason-which seemed to his hostile critics the same as saying that something could be true in theology and false in history, 132 and as if theology must renounce an apologetic which tried to meet rationalism on its own grounds. Loisy denied making an opposition between two truths. But he contrasted the logic of faith with the logic of reason; 133 a doctrine of faith addresses itself to faith, that is, to a man judging with his whole soul the value of the religious teaching that is offered him. 134 The case for a rationalistic apologetic, such as Vatican I had encouraged and theologians now produced in great numbers, was gone. It could not be sustained against the enormous and still-growing heap of scientific facts being accumulated year after year by historians, archeologists, geologists, and others, forcing a radical reinterpretation of A book like L'Evangile, so powerfully written, offering a strong support in so many places where the Church was hard pressed, but using arguments and methods associated in most Catholic minds with Uberai Protestantism, was bound to have a mixed reception. Two popular clerical journalists, the Abbés Gayraud and Maignen, who had already attacked the RCF articles bitterly, resumed their attack on Loisy with the same narrowness and intensity. There was a more measured and therefore more dangerous criticism from professional theologians like Lagrange, Batiffol, and Grandmaison. The book was received with enthusiasm by many priests, and by scholars Catholic and non-Catholic. The Catholics among these saw L'Evangile as the new, long-needed apologetic that would supersede the old-fashioned replies to eighteenth-century rationalism still being provided in seminaries as defenses of the nineteenthcentury Church. But many critics complained of the ambiguity and elusiveness of Loisy's writing, some of them suspecting him of deliberate deceit.
136
How much of this ambiguity was there really in Loisy? How much was due to his need of escaping censure? In his preface Loisy denied that L'Evangile was a book of apologetics; if it were, it would be found defective. To his friend and advocate Archbishop Mignot of Albi he wrote in November 1902 that it was not an apology for Christianity. 137 When the book was banned by the Archbishop of Paris, he declared he was a scholar writing a historical work against a German historian. L'Evangile was not a theological manual written for seminarians.
138 Surprisingly, he maintained this not only in his attack on the Encyclical condemning Modernism, 139 but in his memoirs written twenty-five years later.
140
Yet Loisy drew his material from his unpublished book of apologetics 141 and indeed was prepared to think it possible that the projected book would take him out of the Church. 142 The results he claimed for L'Evangile are theological: the destruction of absolute dogmas on Church, sacraments, etc. 143 And his complaints about the way the Church treated him were based on his being its apologist. 144 There was no doubt in the minds of Loisy's friends that he was a theologian as well as a historian writing historical theology in defense of the Church. Von Hügel thought L'Evangile would make the official Church modify its presentation of Catholicism-this in an enthusiastic letter before he had finished the book. 146 Three months later he was equally enthusiastic over the second edition: the needs of Catholic apologetics were satisfied for fifty years to come. 146 In the letters to von Hügel that he reproduced in his memoirs, Loisy described his book in terms of an apologetic.
147 Mignot read L'Evangile before publication, advised Loisy to publish it, and praised it as a theological work. 148 Mignot's vicar-general was as appreciative and for the same reason. 149 Duchesne, who saw the danger Loisy ran of being condemned for his first two chapters especially, thought that the book destroyed Harnack's version of Christianity. 157 Maurice Blondel's letters attacking Loisy's method, his separation of history from philosophy and theology, and his Christology and the exegesis that supported it were answered with diminishing good humor by Loisy and left behind a resentment that is apparent twenty-five years later. 158 The replies of Loisy show his extraordinary agility and once again his debating skill and persuasiveness. There is about them a certain air of improvization, and the continually disputed interpretations by Blondel of Loisy's statements and their correction by Loisy give, more than anything else in his writings, an idea of his elusiveness. On every point raised by Blondel there is an orthodox statement of belief and then an explanation of this which seems to void it of meaning or turn it round.
As disturbing as anything else to the authorities was the attraction Loisy appeared to have for seminarists and young priests. As early as 1901 the students at the French College in Rome were running clandestine courses of study for themselves in Blondel's philosophy, Loisy's exegesis, and Duchesne's Church history. One had been expelled for subscribing to RHLR.
159 When the professor of dogmatic theology at the Apollinaris in Rome announced that Cardinal Richard had condemned L'Evangile, several students made a demonstration. 160 
161
From the late nineties there had been fears that Loisy would be condemned by Rome, and the memoirs and correspondence of Modernists and their friends at that time are full of rumors and accounts of moves and countermoves at the Vatican. Paris wished Rome to act; Rome seemed to wait for Paris. 162 Leo XIII in his last years was only fitfully in control of Church government, and whoever had his confidence as adviser in some area of administration could direct his policy for a time. 163 It took Pius X a few months to be caught up fully by the fears of his Curia. Between September and December he became convinced that Loisy's books must be censured, and afterwards the conviction grew that in Modernism he was facing the greatest danger ever encountered by the Church. 164 The book Loisy published in October 1903 in explanation of L'Evangile sharpened its criticism of the Church and its apologetics and made clearer the radical tendency of his exegesis and his Christology, and moved the Vatican to take over the business from the Archbishop of Paris, so that in December L'Evangile and Autour d'un petit livre with three other works of Loisy were Indexed.
THE SECOND "LITTLE RED BOOK"
Autour d'un petit livre was a series of letters commenting on L'Evangile and on the reviews it had received. It had the qualities his previous writings had led readers to expect: lucidity, an easy style, a powerful marshaling of arguments, a noble vision of the Catholic savant's task and rights. His irony was now more pungent and more frequently used than in L'Evangile. The ambiguities were fewer and can be seen to arise not so much from a desire to appear more orthodox than he was, as from the ambiguity of his own position: he still claimed to be a Catholic, he still wanted to be accepted as a Catholic priest, and yet had taken up positions that were at variance with the official statements of Catholic belief. Autour repeats much that is in L'Evangile more clearly, because more openly declaring what Loisy believed and making explicit what had been implicit.
What he had written in L'Evangile about the authenticity of the Gospels and their reliability as history and the effect this had on the dogma of Christ's divinity had caused a very angry reaction from many 161 of his reviewers and had seemed particularly obnoxious to the authorities. 165 Autour made no concessions to them. His fourth letter declared that what he found in the Gospels was not compatible with the absolute and personal divinity of Christ, that this dogma could only be maintained through using a more or less symbolist theory of religious belief and the idea of God's immanence in mankind. Christ had no awareness of his own divinity. Christological dogma was formed under the need of explaining Christ to pagan converts.
166
He showed again in Autour how closely his Christology was connected with his view of the Scriptures, and this in turn with the distinction between what was accessible to the critic and historian and what was perceptible only by the believer and therefore material for the theologian. The historian could not venture into the thoughts of Christ about himself as the later Church did. 167 The divinity of Christ, even if Jesus had taught it, would not be a fact of history. 168 As the sciences reach nature, but not God though He is in nature, so history can only find a man in Jesus, though faith may find a God in the man. 169 Historical facts in the Gospels must be shown to be facts by historical method, not by appeal to the Council of Nicaea. And historical method discovers in the New Testament only germs and traces of today's defined dogmas.
170
Autour seems to imply more definitely a revelation that is not from without but from within. God in man is the cause and object of revelation. 171 Revelation is not a system of theories but instruction about good living. Here is a new emphasis, on morality as the factor predominating in faith and religion, the criterion for judging dogma. 172 It is the moral conscience that, helped by reason, comes to believe in God. So would a believer come to a conviction that Christ is God.
173
Of faith he wrote that it is based on internal experience, and as religious consciousness develops, it will represent its object through dogmas that seem to express historic events. This is what the Gospels do, and the religious experience recorded there is renewed in us and developed. The Gospels are the beginning, not the fulfilment, of a religious ideal; and because of this continuous development dogmatic formulae can have no absolute value. Development he described, as in the RCF articles and L'Evangile, passing through its three stages. 175 But he hardly fulfilled Mignot's hope that he would show (in a second edition of L'Evangile) that development was not a merely natural process, as Sabatier had made it. 176 By saying that Judaism and Christianity have developed and changed "by the very intensity of a vital force, of a dynamism which has found in its encounter with history the occasions, the stimuli, the aids, and the material of their own development/' 177 he would have reinforced the suspicions of those who believed that L'Evangile made development the result of natural forces acting on the Church through history.
About the Church he said again that it was instituted to serve its members, but he said it more sharply: "Christ did not die on the cross so that his vicars could sit on thrones." He added some observations about the fears inspired by the Church, the sort of things he had previously attributed to hostile critics.
178
Autour not only gave fuller treatment to points of doctrine that Loisy wrote about in L'Evangile; it adopted a more radical stance and an unfriendly tone. Yet there is nothing unexpected in its pages; his bitterest critics were giving an even more extreme interpretation of L'Evangile, and his letters and notes show that there was no real shift of opinion between 1902 and 1903. 179 He also wrote to the Pope in defense of his whole position, appealing to the Pope's heart; his appeal was rejected by Pius in a letter not to Loisy but to the Archbishop. This was very important for Loisy's attitude to Rome: ne resented hotly the rejection of his appeal, and the incident must be counted as one of the most telling influences in weak ening his desire to remain in the Church.
160
He wrote many letters during these years, some of them to newspaper editors, and others to private correspondents but (because he kept copies) with some idea of possible publication. 181 The personal letters are more explicit and uninhibited and probably deliver his thought more truly. He continued to make notes on his own opinions and feelings, and these were 183 But writing for publication in the London Times in January 1904, he declared that he was still a Catholic and a critic-a conjunction which he realized later was impossible for him. 184 In that month, expecting excommunication for not submitting to his Indexing, he prepared a letter to the Roman authorities in which he declared that he remained united in heart to the Catholic Church and intended to abide by the obligations of the priesthood. In his memoirs he adds that this allegiance came to appear less and less necessary, the Church came to appear more and more hostile to the true progress of humanity. "Excommunication put me in my proper place, which was outside Roman Catholicism." 185 The submission to which his friends persuaded him produced a reaction, and henceforth, while he would not leave the Church by his own act, he would be happy to be made go. And this attitude persisted until he was declared vitandus. theological expositions and gave a rational explanation of it. Theology is on a lower level than the divine mystery it deals with, and apologetics is on a lower level than the religious and moral life it explains and justifies. Religious belief corresponds to the reality of all human experience; it develops. And Catholic apologetics must develop with it, if it is to maintain that correspondence.
198 Loisy could not meet von Hügel's wish that he write to Pius X and express full belief in the divinity of Christ. 199 Christ's divinity is in the same category as man's deification; it is a figure of man's deification. 200 This was in 1904, a short time after he had written to Abbé Wehrlé that his Christology was the Church's. 201 Statements such as that made to Abbé Bricout, the editor of RCF, in a letter of June 1907 that he no longer believed any article of the Creed in the sense given it by the Church, sound more radical than they were. He went on to mention the absolute authority of the hierarchy, the absolute force of the Church's theology, the probative force of its apologetic. "The current idea of revelation and Scripture, of dogma and the Church's powers, is false and insupportable." 202 He was more ready to allow definite disproof from the Gospels: e.g., the Synoptics show that Christ did not think he was God, and the fourth Gospel deforms his thought. With equal definiteness historical criticism can prove that Lazarus was not raised from the dead. 203 But after writing in his journal in June 1904 that he was rather a pantheistic-positivist-humanist than a Christian, he gave an interview in August to La presse in which he declared "an unshakable confidence in the future of Catholicism. We must not doubt the doctrine of life taught by the crucified God." 
232
The turbulence of feeling which marked the years up to 1904 was gone; the pull from two opposite extremes, the Catholic priesthood and the vocation of the dedicated and impartial scholar, was no longer equal. He had lost the ambition to do in his time what Newman had done in the previous century: to open up a path which would take the Church through the difficulties with which it was beset by contemporary science. This was seen to be impossible and, given the personnel that governed the Church, determined its policy, and fixed its image, no longer attractive. That he was scarred and embittered by his experience as a Catholic professor and priest is obvious, particularly from his memoirs; the feeling is still strong twenty years after the events that caused it, and the tiny details of injustice, inconsistency, unfair dealing of which he thought himself the victim are recorded with the minuteness of one who has just experienced them.
It is not a pleasant personality that comes through the memoirs. Loisy was egotistic, very touchy about the respect due to him, ungenerous in his attitude towards colleagues and friends. Indeed, he was a man who was more at ease among disciples than among friends; the ex-Jesuit Bremond was the person who came closest to Loisy, and though Bremond was a professional writer, an expert in the history of French spirituality, and a member of the Academy, his letters to Loisy express and seem designed to express the devotedness not of a peer but of a perhaps favorite disciple. Loisy wrote of him as a dear friend, but if Bremond had not maintained his humble attitude, I doubt whether Loisy's feelings would have been so warm. 
240
But giving full recognition to the defects of personnel and machinery in the Roman Curia at the end of the last century, one cannot imagine Loisy settling into the Church with any satisfaction to himself and others. A more sympathetic treatment and a truer appreciation of his gifts would certainly have kept him in the Church longer; the political events of 1905-6 and the brushing aside of his personal appeal to the Pope had more to do with his desire to have the connection broken than the disparity between his theology and that of Cardinal Richard and Pius X. 241 But there was in fact nothing to keep Loisy in the Church, no good in it that he could not have encouraged from the outside, nothing that he would have found in it alone and always. The later development of his thought, his deism, definite in the assertion, vague and elusive in its meaning, and his religion of idealized humanity are in line with the evolution of his thought while he was still a Catholic. Sooner or later, given his temperament, he would have found himself seriously at odds with his Church, and he was not a man who could recognize an authority and Uve under its disapproval. Bremond's cheerful suggestion that Modernists should express their submission to censure when it was inflicted, and proceed as before, 242 could not have been acted on by Loisy; and it is hard to see him avoiding censure even in a Church much more tolerant than the Church of Pius X and Merry del Val. 243 What strikes one reflecting on the theology of Loisy, its shifts and its developments, is not so much what he came to think as the absence of any principle, philosophical or theological, which could have given stability to his thought. He would always have insisted that religion was a social thing; apart from that, there is nothing that he might not have said.
Emphasizing as he did the necessity under which the Church lies of recognizing and going to meet the world in which it lives, he might have been more ready himself to recognize the Church of which he was a minister for what it then was. Earlier he saw the need for patience; a later generation of priests, taught by him, would spread the ideas that were unacceptable now. 244 
